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DETAILED ACTION 

Introduction 

1. The following is a non-final office action in response to the communications 
received on February 12, 2002. Claims 1-21 are now pending in this application. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The examiner has reviewed the patents and articles supplied in the Information 
Disclosure Statements (IDS) provided on February 12, 2002 and September 9, 2002 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rembert (U.S. Patent No. 5101352). 

As per claim 1, Rembert teaches: 

An order assembly production method comprising: 

preparing manufacturing schedules of several months on the basis of a demand 
forecast, reviewing the manufacturing schedules every predetermined period, and 
issuing the reviewed manufacturing schedules of several months (see column 6 
lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34-67, column 11 lines 1-39, and column 34 lines 32- 
56; where a work order module uses input parameters to determine a production 
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schedule. The work order module accounts for creating schedules based on 
demand and the due date for the demand.); 

issuing a procurement instruction of parts on the basis of the reviewed 
manufacturing schedules (see column 6 lines 20-29; where parts necessary for 
production of the final product are calculated and acquired.); 

issuing a manufacture instruction when an order is received from a customer 
(see column 6 lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34-67, column 1 1 lines 1-39, and column 
34 lines 32-56; where work orders are instructions for manufacture based on a sales 
order.); and 

assembling the parts in accordance with the manufacture instruction (see column 
5 lines 1-42 and column 6 lines 30-67; where final products are built based on 
product specifications that can be defined by the bill of materials.). 

Rembert fail to explicitly teach a demand forecast predetermined period that is 
shorter than a monthly basis. Rembert does teach determining production capabilities 
based on capacity, resources, inventory, operation hours, and completion deadline 
dates (see column 6 lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34-67, column 1 1 lines 1-39, and 
column 34 lines 32-56). Though Rembert does not explicitly teach a demand forecast 
period of less than a month, the Rembert system is enabled to use such a time period to 
determine a production schedule. The advantage of using a demand forecast period 
that is shorter than a month is that it allows the system to maintain finished product 
levels for the immediate demand. It would have been obvious, at the time of the 
invention, for one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate using a demand forecast 
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period that is shorter than a month to the Rembert system in order to satisfy the 
immediate demand, which is a goal of Rembert (see column 1 lines 55-67). 

As per claim 2, Rembert fails to teach the predetermined period basis that is 
shorter than the monthly basis is arbitrarily set. Claim 2 recites limitations already 
addressed by the rejection of claim 1 ; therefore the same rejection applies to this claim. 

As per claim 3, Rembert fails to teach the reviewed manufacturing schedules and 
the manufacture instruction are issued by a business department system and the 
procurement instruction of parts is issued by a manufacturing department system. 
Rembert does teach individual modules containing scheduling functionality and 
procurement functionality that can be installed on a general or specific purpose 
computer (see column 4 lines 37-63). The software functionality can be run by any user 
who is deemed responsible to run such functionality, thus a business department and a 
manufacturing department can both run the functionality if deemed appropriate. 
Furthermore, a business department (sales or customer service department ) can view 
the generated schedule in order to track sales demand and provide customer service 
(see column 8 lines 3-45). The advantage of having a business department review the 
manufacturing schedules and a manufacturing department issue procurement 
instructions is that the both departments are aware of the schedule and status of each 
either in terms of forecasting demand and forecasting production thereby facilitating the 
satisfaction of demand. It would have been obvious, at the time of the invention, for one 
of ordinary skill in the art to require a business department to review the production 
schedule and have the manufacturing department issue procurement instructions in the 
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Rembert system in order to inform both departments of each other's status and thereby 
facilitating the satisfaction of demand, which is a goal of Rembert (see column 1 lines 
55-67). 

As per claim 4, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 3, wherein when the reviewed manufacturing 
schedules issued from the business department system is not realized, the 
manufacturing department system returns the fact to the business department 
system to request to further change the reviewed manufacturing schedules (see 
column 6 lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34-67, column 11 lines 1-39, and column 34 
lines 32-56; where the production schedule can be modified based on capacity and 
resource constraints.). 

As per claim 5, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 3, wherein the manufacturing department system 
presents delivery time information for each predetermined period basis to the 
business department system (see column 6 lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34-67, 
column 1 1 lines 1-39, and column 34 lines 32-56; where the system uses due dates 
for the production of work orders.). 

As per claim 6, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 3, wherein the manufacturing department system 
presents delivery time information for each sales route, for each product model, and 
for each predetermined period basis to the business department system (see 
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column 8 lines 3-45; where delivery time and costs for each sales order is 
determined using a UPS iterary.). 
As per claim 7, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 3, wherein the manufacturing department system 
deposits the procured parts as a vender managed inventory (see column 6 lines 1- 
29 and column 9 lines 1-53; where procured parts are incorporated into inventory. 
Inventory items are listed by their method of procurement, including vendor parts 
and produced parts.). 

As per claim 8, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 7, wherein said vender managed inventory 
includes a general-purpose intermediate product which can be used in common to a 
plurality of products (see column 6 lines 1-29 and column 9 lines 1-53; where the 
inventory keeps track of how each inventory item was acquired, whether through a 
vendor or whether produced. The produced inventory items are intermediate 
products that are further used to produce final products.). 

As per claim 9, Rembert teaches: 

An order assembly production method comprising: 

preparing manufacturing schedules of several months on the basis of a demand 
forecast, reviewing the manufacturing schedules every predetermined period while 
excepting a manufacturing schedule of a predetermined period from a target to be 
reviewed, and issuing the reviewed manufacturing schedules of several months (see 
column 6 lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34-67, column 11 lines 1-39, and column 34 
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lines 32-56; where a work order module uses input parameters to determine a 
production schedule. The work order module accounts for creating schedules based 
on demand and the due date for the demand.); 

calculating the number of order-acceptable products for each predetermined 
period excepted from the reviewed target and the scheduled number of products to 
be manufactured for each subsequent predetermined period on the basis of the 
reviewed manufacturing schedules (see column 13 lines 40-59; where the system 
calculates the know percentage of products that will be defective and incorporates 
this value in to production requirements.); and 

making a response about delivery time to a customer with reference to the 
calculated number of order-acceptable products (see column 8 lines 3-45; where 
customer service is able to view sales order information including the UPS itinerary 
and production due date in order to inform customers of information regarding 
delivery.). 

Rembert fails to teach a predetermined period basis that is shorter than a 
monthly basis. Claim 9 recites limitations already addressed by the rejection of claim 1; 
therefore the same rejection applies to this claim. 

As per claim 10, Rembert fails to teach the number of days of the predetermined 
period basis that is shorter than the monthly basis is arbitrarily set. Claim 10 recites 
limitations already addressed by the rejection of claim 1; therefore the same rejection 
applies to this claim. 
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As per claim 1 1 , Rembert fails to teach the reviewed manufacturing schedules 
are issued by a business department system and the number of order-acceptable 
products and the scheduled number of products are calculated by a manufacturing 
department system. Claim 1 1 recites limitations already addressed by the rejection of 
claim 3; therefore the same rejection applies to this claim. 

As per claim 12, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 11, wherein when the reviewed manufacturing 
schedules issued from the business department system is not realized, the 
manufacturing department system returns the fact to the business department 
system to request to further change the reviewed manufacturing schedules (see 
column 6 lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34-67, column 11 lines 1-39, and column 34 
lines 32-56; where the production schedule can be modified based on capacity and 
resource constraints.). 

As per claim 13, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 11, wherein the manufacturing department 
system presents delivery time information for each predetermined period basis to the 
business department system (see column 6 lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34-67, 
column 1 1 lines 1-39, and column 34 lines 32-56; where the system uses due dates 
for the production of work orders.). 

As per claim 14, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 11, wherein the manufacturing department 
system presents delivery time information for each sales route, for each product 
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model, and for each predetermined period basis to the business department system 
(see column 8 lines 3-45; where delivery time and costs for each sales order is 
determined using a UPS iterary.). 
As per claim 15, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 11, wherein the manufacturing department 
system deposits the procured parts as a vender managed inventory (see column 6 
lines 1-29 and column 9 lines 1-53; where procured parts are incorporated into 
inventory. Inventory items are listed by their method of procurement, including 
vendor parts and produced parts.). 

As per claim 16, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 15, wherein said vender managed inventory 
includes a general-purpose intermediate product which can be used in common to a 
plurality of products (see column 6 lines 1-29 and column 9 lines 1-53; where the 
inventory keeps track of how each inventory item was acquired, whether through a 
vendor or whether produced. The produced inventory items are intermediate 
products that are further used to produce final products.). 

As per claim 17, Rembert teaches: 

The method according to claim 11, wherein when the number of order- 
acceptable products is smaller than the number of products predetermined in the 
manufacturing schedule of the predetermined period, the business department 
system allocates the number of order-acceptable products between sales routs (see 
column 6 lines 1-29 and column 9 lines 1-53; where the inventory keeps track of how 
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each inventory item was acquired, whether through a vendor or whether produced. 
The produced inventory items are intermediate products that are further used to 
produce final products.). 

As per claim 18, Rembert teaches: 

An order assembly production system comprising: 

a first system which prepares manufacturing schedules of several months on the 
basis of a demand forecast and reviews the manufacturing schedules every 
predetermined period (see column 6 lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34-67, column 11 
lines 1-39, and column 34 lines 32-56; where a work order module uses input 
parameters to determine a production schedule. The work order module accounts 
for creating schedules based on demand and the due date for the demand.); and 

a second system which issues a procurement instruction of parts on the basis of 
the reviewed manufacturing schedules and, when receiving an assembly instruction 
from the first system in accordance with an order from a customer, instructs to start 
to assemble the parts (see column 5 lines 1-42 column 6 lines 20-67, column 10 
lines 34-67, column 11 lines 1-39, and column 34 lines 32-56; where parts 
necessary for production of the final product are calculated and acquired. Work 
orders are instructions for manufacture based on a sales order. Final products are 
built based on product specifications that can be defined by the bill of materials.). 
Rembert fails to teach on a predetermined period basis that is shorter than a 

monthly basis. This limitation is already addressed by the rejection of claim 1 ; therefore 

the same rejection applies here. 
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As per claim 1 9, Rembert fails to teach the number of days of the predetermined 
period basis that is shorter than the monthly basis is arbitrarily set. Claim 19 recites 
limitations already addressed by the rejection of claim 1 ; therefore the same rejection 
applies to this claim. 

As per claim 20, Rembert teaches: 

An order assembly production system comprising: 

a first system which prepares manufacturing schedules of several months on the 
basis of a demand forecast and reviews the manufacturing schedules every 
predetermined period while excepting a manufacturing schedule of a predetermined 
period from a target to be reviewed (see column 6 lines 54-67, column 10 lines 34- 
67, column 11 lines 1-39, and column 34 lines 32-56; where a work order module 
uses input parameters to determine a production schedule. The work order module 
accounts for creating schedules based on demand and the due date for the 
demand.); and 

a second system which issues a procurement instruction of parts on the basis of 
the reviewed manufacturing schedules and makes a response about the number of 
order-acceptable products for each predetermined period excepted from the 
reviewed target and the scheduled number of products to be manufactured for each 
subsequent predetermined period on the basis of the reviewed manufacturing 
schedules to the first system, wherein the first system makes a response about 
delivery time to a customer with reference to the number of order-acceptable 
products (see column 6 lines 20-29, column 8 lines 3-45, and column 13 lines 40-59; 
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where parts necessary for production of the final product are calculated and 
acquired. The system calculates the know percentage of products that will be 
defective and incorporates this value in to production requirements. Customer 
service is able to view sales order information including the UPS itinerary and 
production due date in order to inform customers of information regarding delivery.). 
Rembert fails to teach a predetermined period basis that is shorter than a 

monthly basis. This limitation is already addressed by the rejection of claim 1; therefore 

the same rejection applies to this claim. 

As per claim 21 , Rembert fails to teach the number of days of the predetermined 

period basis that is shorter than the monthly basis is arbitrarily set. Claim 21 recites 

limitations already addressed by the rejection of claim 1 ; therefore the same rejection 

applies to this claim. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The following are pertinent to the current invention, though not 
relied upon: 

Rush et al. (U.S. Patent No. 61 19102) teaches an MRP system that operates on 
a single data set containing records for all item demands and supplies. 

Huang et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6151582) teaches a decision support system for 
managing an agile supply chain including a server side and a client side. 

Tanaka et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5946663) teaches a method of planning a 
production schedule with a production order preparing unit. 
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Dietrich et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5548518) teaches a novel allocation method for 
generating a feasible production schedule. 

Brandimarte et al. (Brandimarte, Paolo; Rigodanza, Massimo; Roero, Luca; 
"Conceptual Modeling of an Object-Oriented Scheduling Architecture Based on the 
Shifting Bottleneck Procedure", IEE Transactions, October 2000, pp. 921-929) teaches 
a material requirement planning systems that model the shop floor more accurately to 
more accurately develop production schedules. 

Kenat et al. (Kenat, John J.; Sridharan, V.; "The Value of Using Scheduling 
Information in Planning Material Requirements", Decision Sciences, Spring 1998, pp. 
479-497) teaches the use of computers in manufacturing planning systems. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kalyan K. Deshpande whose telephone number is (571) 
272-5880. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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